MOONEY-Appl. No. 09/638,388 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-27 remain pending. 



Claims 1, 2 and 5-7 over Ho in view of Nikolich 

In the Office Action, claims 1, 2 and 5-7 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by UK Patent Application No. GB 
2,319,747 A to Ho ("Ho") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,986,562 to Nikolich 
("Nikolich"). The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 1 , 2 and 5-7 recite an electronic wireless badge device and 
method to electronically display a photograph upon the electronic wireless 
badge. 

Ho discloses a security badge for monitoring individuals in a secure 
area (See Abstract). A conventional photograph of an individual is attached to 
the security badge (See Ho, Fig. 1). Thus. Ho's security badge relies on a 
conventional photograph to display a user's likeness NOT disclosing or 
suggesting an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically display a 
photograph , as recited by claims 1 , 2 and 5-7. 

The Examiner acknowledges that Ho fails to disclose a wireless 
badge device that has a wireless front end (See Office Action, page 2). The 
Examiner relies on Nikolich to allegedly make up for the deficiencies in Ho to 
arrive at the claimed features. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Nikolich discloses a tag holder that has RFID circuitry embedded in 
a housing (See Abstract). A conventional tag is slid into the housing containing 
the RFID circuitry (See Nikolich, Fig. 4). Thus, Nikolich discloses a conventional 
tag that is placed within a housing. Nikolich, like Ho, fails to disclose or suggest 
an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically display a photograph , 
as recited by claims 1 , 2 and 5-7. 

Thus, Ho modified by the disclosure of Nikolich fails to disclose or 
suggest an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically display a 
photograph , as recited by claims 1 , 2 and 5-7. 

An advantage of an electronic wireless badge and method to 
electronically display a photograph is, e.g., a badge device that can be 
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electronically altered for various users. The cited prior relies on a conventionally 
printed photograph for a badge, limiting the badge to a single person that 
matches the photograph information. The Applicants' badge device electronically 
displaying a photograph allows a single badge device to be used with a plurality 
of persons , with simple programming of the badge required to change the 
photograph to a wearer. The cited prior art fails to disclose or suggest the 
claimed features having such benefits. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 1, 2 and 5-7 are 
patentable over the prior art of record. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the foregoing rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 3, 8, 9, 1 1 -27 oveir Ho in view of Mikoliich aend Tuttlle 

Claims 3, 8, 9 and 11-27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
allegedly being obvious over Ho in view of Nikolich, and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,246,376 to Bork et al. ("Bork"). The Applicants respectfully traverse 
the rejection. 

Claims 3, 9, 11-27 are dependent on claims 1, 8, 12 and 20 and are 
patentable over Ho in view of Tuttle for the same reasons as claims 1, 8,12 and 
20. 

Claims 3, 8, 9 and 11-27 respectively recite an electronic wireless 
badge and method to electronically display a photograph . 

As discussed above, Ho in view of Nikolich fails to disclose or 
suggest an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically display a 
photograph , as claimed by claims 3, 8, 9 and 1 1-27. 

The Office Action relies on Tuttle to allegedly make up for the 
deficiencies in Ho to arrive at the claimed invention. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Tuttle is relied on to disclose a network security station comprising 
a database (See Office Action, page 3). Tuttle discloses a portable wireless 
transponder device borne by an individual for locating the individual in a facility 
(See Tuttle, Abstract). The portable wireless transponder device can be 
embedded in a badge that includes a photograph 38 of the bearer (See Tuttle, 
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col. 4, lines 12-14). 

Thus, although Tuttle discloses a badge that has a wireless front 
end, Tuttle's badge relies on a conventional photograph to identify the wearer of 
the badge. Tuttle fails to disclose or suggest an electronic wireless badge and 
method to electronically display a photograph , as recited by claims 3, 8, 9 and 
11-27. 

Thus, Ho nor Nikolich, and further in view of Tuttle fails to disclose 
or suggest an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically display a 
photograph , as recited by claims 3, 8, 9 and 1 1-27. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 3, 8, 9 and 11-27 are 
patentable over the prior art of record. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the foregoing rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 4 and 10 over Ho in view of Nikolich, Tuttle and Berk 

In the Office Action, claim 4 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
as allegedly being obvious over Ho in view of Nikolich, and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,246,376 to Bork et al. ("Bork"), with claim 10 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being obvious over Ho in view of Nikolich and Tuttle, 
and further in view of Bork. The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 4 and 10 are dependent on claims 1 and 8 respectively, and 
are patentable for the same reasons as claims 1 and 8. 

Claims 4 and 10 recite an electronic wireless badge to 
electronically display a photograph . 

As discussed above, Ho in view of Nikolich and Tuttle fails to 
disclose or suggest an electronic wireless badge and method to electronically 
display a photograph , as recited by claims 4 and 10. 

The Office Action relies on Bork to allegedly make up for the 
deficiencies in Ho in view of Nikolich and Tuttle to arrive at the features claimed. 
The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Bork is relied on by the Examiner to disclose a wireless piconet 
front end is a BLUETOOTH device (See Office Action, page 7). However, Bork's 
invention is directed toward determining the transfer of location information 
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between two BLUETOOTH devices, e.g., cell phones (See Abstract; col. 2, lines 
19-25). Thus, Bork's invention transfers location information to like BLUETOOTH 
devices, failing to even mention an electronic wireless badge , much less disclose 
or suggest an electronic wireless badge to electronicallv displav a photograph , as 
recited by claims 4 and 10. 



Thus, Ho modified by Nikolich and Tuttle, and further in view of 



Bork still fails to disclose or suggest an electronic wireless badge to electronicallv 
displav a photograph , as recited by claims 4 and 10. 



For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 4 and 10 are patentable 



over the prior art of record. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request that 
the foregoing rejection be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

All objections and rejections having been addressed, it is 
respectfully submitted that the subject application is in condition for allowance 
and a Notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. 
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